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'iarge-scale educational evaluation studies have tended to conceal much

more than they have revealed. This is particularly true of he major national
3
studies on "program effects". Many of these studies, such as the Westinghouse

" Head Start Study (1969), the Colenan Study of Secondary Schools (1966), and the

Abt Day:Care Study (1977) are well known for their findings of small or no sig—

#

nificant program effects.. These repeated findings nove been accompanied by

deep—seated feelings of despair among professionals and parents who ‘have de—
]

voted tretiendous amounts of emetgy toward the improvement of the quality of

4

, education f.r young children. However, their despair’ can in no way equal that

{

.wliich is found in communities which. are s2tved\by such prOgrams where the cit-

izens have hoped for so much. If we takerthe resultsrof the primary national
studies of educa. onal innovations at a national level in generaI,‘we might
feel eompelled to conclude tpag e%erything which can be tried has been tried.
and that, as some evaluators have suggested we should lower our expectations,
both for finding effective programs and for raising the achievement of chil-'
dren. If we are to believe the general.evaluation‘results in education, then
we must conclude that the children of the poor are doomed to an eternity of

Ll * .
educational failure, . o \

4

One exception to . the type of results which are generally reported in "
: . ¢ T ' .
major national studies of all types and at all levels of education is the work
of Ron Edmonds .(1979) and others which has attempted to study effective ‘ .

schools. The Edmonds. approach to educational eveluation, or research, depénd-
i < .

ing on your point of view, represents a ragical and profound shift in the type

P

of qQuestions which the evaluator asks. The typical questidn in national eval-
ugtions of-federal education intervention l’programs" is: Do all schools, pxo-

grams, classes, otc., on the average, work? Edmonds has turned the lorge scale
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evaluation approach upside down. His question is at once both simple and ‘

-

profound. Ic is not a question of Mdoes a national 'program' work?" but "do

any school sites, ‘and then, by extension, does any program work?" . His some- °

Y »

what startling finding is that there are indeed many "garden variety" schools

that serve ordinary children, ordinary ‘parents, in ordinary low-incomc neigh- -

»

borhoods,*which do succeed in getting hlgh quality academic results for chil-

 dren comparable to thosé which might be expected in other places, as far as

. o
the basic skills are concerned. In typical program evaluations, the nature

]

of the aggregation of data has caused sucn instances af schgol sucscess to be.

-~

" . overlocked or submergedfin-the basic data. Edmonds'ﬁwork was quite different.

He took his analysis one step further. he.choee to do”a more fine-grained
: . { :
anélysis of those schools which were successful in comparison to those

schools which were quite unsuccessful, and was able to ideﬁtffy certain.typi-
. - . v . ’ .

cal characteristics for successful schools. ‘Then he teok an additional, .and "’

most courageous, sten, and went to work in the New York City Public Sehool
System to demenstrate that it would be possible, using data from his school
effectiveness e}udles, to interVene in schools to improve‘success. {he‘pre—
diminary data from his New fork City work indicates a slgnifieant~degree of
success in this’ regard. - . ' ) '
To some extent, the #ollow:Ihrough evaluatlon is. comparabie to the éd—
monds approach. On one level, it asks aandmonds—type question: "Do an& of.
the, 'models’ work?" However, at anether level it repeats the errors of pre-
. . . .

vious global studies of national education interventions, or of regular school

operaticns. If the Follow-Through study had -asked, "Do any Follow-Through

sites work?" it undoubtedly would have located many such sites, as is sug-

\

.éested in parts of the Abt Report. Howeve., by treating the "models! as if

they represented unique and consistent treatments, it might well be expected.

that successful Follow-Through operations would be submerged in the aggre-

- * we . ‘
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gated data, since few models are articulated precisely or guaranteed to have

-

been implemented, More will be-said about this later on. . ‘ P
. When those who were responsible for making decisions about the develop-

. ment of a F%lldh—Through thrust were operating in the initial'stage, at least

~ »
two kinds of assumptions could have been made about the. reasons for the poor .

performance of poor African—AmtrQEan children and other children‘'served by the
program; developers might have reasoned that‘ihe children's low achievement

was due to the fact thatp they had heen deprived of adequate 1nstruction inf -

RJ

school; or-developers"could:have concluded that the poor performance of Follow- g

1 - -

Through children was due to éhe fact that the children or their families

.pdsseGSed some deficit which required unique intervention strategies.

It makes all the difference in the world which of the‘tWo hypotheses

designers happen to favor..' If the former is accepted, then the Follow-Through'

program.logical "would-simply be a matter of providing.sufficient resources
N .
to parents inm order that they might provide the same typ® of instruction which

¢ is available to the families ‘'which are more affluent than they. On the other

hand, .1f the-second hypothesis is accepted, then the Follow—Through program

becomes a kind of experiment to test the validity of various unique "alterna-

.

tive" strategies which would solve the "puzzle" of' how to teach the.children

who are setved by Folloﬁ-Through. It appears that supporters and antagonists

-

alike of Follow-Through programs are huite‘together;.for the most part, in’
. _f\\\\\ emphasizing the second assumption. It certainly appears ta be geflected in
[

the general character of the Follow-Through operation and in thescharacter
. M ( ‘ P .

of the formal evaluations. For example, one might ask the hypothetical ques-

.

_ tion, "if on the average, a parent of a Folloi-Through child were provided
0 . . . Cad

with the resources’ to send theéir child to a high quality expensive private

preschoo’ and primary school program, would we expect thete to be.significant
&

< v -‘ﬁ




positive differences for the child in the new setting versus the 0ld?" To an- .

'swer "yes' is to‘'come down on the side of Follow-Through as a resource program,
: N, £

e since program quality is_knowable and determinéstche quality of aschild's aca-
demic progress. ~ To answer.'"no" is to come down on the side of Folluw-Thro' gh
b as a problem~solving program, since.there is a presumption that we do not know

how to teach_children‘who are poor. It should be remembered that thQS%asis for

. . -
- )

the observations of Follow-Through prugrams in evaluation seem to derive from

L

. the second ‘assumption. .

The Validity of Evaluation insfruments

. M 1.

' It is important that brief mention be made of the actual instruments which

[ . °

were used in the basic Follow-Through evaluation. Among tho?e considered were

- the Wide-Range Achievement Test, Preschool Inventory, the Metropolitan. Achieve-

ment Test, the Ravens Colored Progressiwe Matrices,. the Coopersmith Self-Esteem
e ' Inventory, and a Questionnaire on Intellectual Achicvement Responsibility. The

four'instruﬁents'which figéted prominently in the final, evaluation were the

~

%stropélitan Achievement Test, the Ravens Colored Progressive Matrices, the_

<

. . Coobgrsmith'Self—Eétee@ Inventory, and thihlntelftctual Achiev?ment Responsi-
bility Questioﬁnaiie. To anyorfe who i§.familiar with these instruments, it
should bé clear that thei? relationship to most Follow-Through programs is min-”;;
- imal to nonexistent. In this author's experience, ,few educagérs who use tﬂé

Y results of measuripg iﬁstrumeﬁts'are familiar with their contents. Coﬁﬁent val-

idity for measuring instruments is a basic professional requirement. For edu-

-

cators’ familiar both with FollQw-Through programs and with the four instruments

A

b selésted as criteria for use in program evaluation, the mismatch between pro-

grams and instruments for their evaluatioﬁ¢shou1d'be crysta1~clear. 0f all  the

Q i N
Follow~Through programs that I have v?§1ted, I have seen none which used Ravens
'y

!
Matrices as program content. Some psychologists and educators appear to support

.r’ ﬁ'
i .

>
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the idea thaf the Ravens Colored Progressive qurices Tast ig réallx a test of

higher cognitive abilities rather than a simﬁle achievement test. And yet,

the work of Reuven Feuerstein in Israel has shown clearly that learners can

-

be taught to solve' Ravens type problemé quife.easily, .

v

- This ledves the Metrppolitan Achievement as the only other test of aca-
demic achievemerit. Once again, it becomes critically importfant to determine

empirically if the content of the Metropolitan Achieveﬁent test matches the

< . «

T content of FollowQEhrough‘programs. In the absence of such empirical demon-
. . . ey | )
strq%iod, the use of the Metropolitan Achievement Test as a universal criter-

'S -

ion for Folluw-Through evaluation must be regarded as highly suspect.

In my opinion,«thé Coopersmith Self-Esteem,Iﬁygniory%}s-iéapﬁropriate for
Fglle;Through evaluafion. Any program evaluation is depeAdent upon the use-
of valid instrumentation. And yet there Afe.not sufficient ﬂat?qon the qsefof
the Coopersmith Self Esteem Iﬁventory witﬁ the.diverse cultural‘groups“;epreb

sented in Follow~Through programs at the Follow-Through- age to meet even ‘the

-

most minimal professional requirements. Little need be sajd at all about data
" in support of the Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire. The

basic point ié thist without the existence of valid instrumeqtation, the pro-

- . [ . , . .
gram evaluation is fatally flawed. And yet when we come to final evaluation

of the Follow-Through program, we find little admonitions for caution in tﬁe

» -

interpretation of the data.

It is hard to find a viliain inﬁthig,gixuation. Pressures arc enormous

. .
<

) N .-
on all parties to the Follow-Through experience. Any contractor who aglees

to do an evaluiation will be. under eftreme.pressure to get the job done without

. . N
excuses and with "the best instrument that we have at the times.'" Federal

agency personnel likewise are under tremendous pressure to deliver to the

' Congress and to others definitive answers to the question 'Does ‘Follow-Through
A Y
"work?" Public policy makers also experiénce tremendous pressure to be account-

. ) 7 h | —d
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able, for public. funds and o demonstrate to congtituents thanWefﬁgctive action

is be}ng_ér'has been made. on their behalf. The combi-wgion of fhese and other -

T

préssures on these and other , arties.to the Follow-" .. rocess forces eval~

’ .." » [Y T " s . «4 ' .  {

uators to %ake.éhort'cutsl 1t Is difficult.if not impussibie.to avoid the ex-
. , , ! . ] .

.pedient solution. And yet it can have dire consequences. )
K .. - . . /

The Follpw-Tﬁrough‘gesults . o (" L ‘ ]
. : ) |
The Follow:Through evaluyation-has offér. . the foll&wing gonclusions. An-

s -

e, - \ -” .
dersdn, Pierre, Proper and Stebbins (1979) indicated that the following were

i their main findingé: . {

. 1;' "Each Follow-Through model had very different effects on~teét scores

il the various communities in whigh it was implemented. Differences in~

) -

effectiveness batween sites within each model were ‘greater than overall

’

A " *. ,
differances in effectiveness between models. .None of the 17 models .in ~
’A . ’ e . n
. J
.« o . the cvaluation demonstrated that it could compensate conzistently for the

. . ‘o _ .
~ academic consequences of poverty. From this finding, . . . with which the

~ -~ - ?g.
« House group agrees, we corclude that the Follpw—Through strategy of ex-

-,
. i

tqrnélly sponsored curricular change is not a reliable tool for raising.
*'the ﬁest scores of poor chiidren} the strategy is sensitive to too ‘many

influences over which it has no confrol.- Local circumstances and behav-

T ior clearly have more to do with children's~test performance'thgn do the
- . ) . ' //]
. . intentions, theories, and rhetoric of outside interveners."

14
y2.. "In most cases the Follow-Through group scored about as one would ex- .»

pecf similarly disadvantaged groups to score without Follow-Through.
4 ’ . .

~Where differenées were ap?arent, Follow-Through groups scored lower more '

-

@ fiequently than they scored higher. . . . it appears clear, then, that
the Follow-ThrougE strategy is not an effective tool for raising poor

children’s test scores. fjﬁ oﬁly are the effects unstable, but they are

”~

L
wpall on the average, and a .disquietingly large minority of them are in
‘ .

A
L4

e

the wrong direction.”

[N
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=" 3. "With few exceptiohs, FolIow—Through g

-

»' .
roups were still’ scoring sub-

stantiaily below grade level at fhe end og three or four years' inter-
. —_—

vention . . . . poor children'still tend to perform poorly ‘in school,

a

even After the best and.the brightest theorists-~with the help 6f'parents{

. -7

local educatcfg:’and federal funds, and supported by the.full range &f
P B S .
~ supplementary services associated with community 'action programs-<have
- - 4 - . . . . . .
done their best to change the situatdon.”

-

If the pessimistic conclusions whiéh gre_presenteé ahove are taken at ,

¢ v

-

face vaiue, the likely public policy consequences shoyld be apparent to anyone.. "

Id

A}

The basic point of these conclusions is .that "Follow-Through does not work."

The unfortfunate thing about these conclusions is that they are presented with |
© . * » . . ) - ' 6
such a ring of certainty--certainty thgg the best efforts of a number of

people have been given and ;hét they have faiIéd._;And yet;.what was the ''Fol- '

low-Through program'? Was the program in all its varied forms, fé;thfullz

imgiemeﬁtegﬂ Were the.éxgluatiye criteri@/ég;gruent with program goals? - Did

valid instrumentation exist to determine the.extent_co which the goals were

achieved?’ To leave the ma(&er as it stands is to level an impliéig indictment:
of the children of Egllow-Throdgh and/or their families as being deficient in
some Jﬁyéf And yet there are at least two other sources of explanations for

[y N ’ .

the apparent lack of progress among Follow-Thrdough children. One the one

hand, progress may have been achieved and yet not revealed because of invalid

evaluation, On the other hand, progress may not hdave buen achieved due to- the

quality of the educational treatment which Follow~Thro§gh children actually

received. Up to now, a good deal of at;ehtion has been focused on the matter

of the adequacy-of the evaluation. <Less attenttfon has been focused on the pre-

o

cise nature and adequacy of the educational "treatment", whigh'the'children

actdally received. Because of this, the evaluation of Follow-Through has not
\

yet been accomplished. . e .

” 9 ‘ . .x
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In "Perspectives hn the Follow-Thrcugh Evaluation™ (1978), with the ex- -

" ,
rd - E . v o

ception of ‘the broad view taken by Walter Hodges, critics and’supporfers,ofyw

the FollowvThrough evaluation study looked very narrowlyiat matters of ex-

perimental design and instrument’Validity. While discuesants ekhibited tech-.

-

;nical. adequacy regarding the topics which they chose to review, ‘to anyone who
\\\is familiar with the operation of Follow—Through operations on a day—by—day
basis, these technical ‘discussions would seem quite remote, not only because

of their technicality, but because of the types of things which were. not dis-

. cussed but which are _mportant in Followahrough progiamming. Walter Hodges - -

. . : . . Q
3 . t . \
raises .important questions, such .as the matter of parent involvement, school

. ’ k) . - - -

climate, and curriculum development. All of-these were important process .
goals for’ Follow-Through, yet they received little attention in the evalua-
tion effort. But most important, Hodges points to the findingg that at sogg

Iy

Follow—Through sites, between 10 and lS,percent of the Follow-Through chil-

‘dren were above the SOth,percentile on Ehe Metropolitan Achievement Test’

There is a.tendency, in the kind of analysis.which has.been perforeed-in the
| evaluation anu in the‘kind_of analysis which serves as a basis for the cri-
,tique, to treat such an unusual finding almost as iflit were da random varia-

tion rather, than as something which needs’to be examined in detail. What was

the nature of the Follow-Through program at the sites where the ct.ildren's

. L
’

achievement was -above the national‘average? High performing sites and low
performingISLtes should be isolated for compé;ative ana}ysis.

Because of the structure of Follow—Through historically, it would be
difficult at this point to do such an analysis. For example, it ‘is anything
but clear that the Metropolitan Achievement. Test reflected specific program
.goals for-Follow—Through\sites, even for those sitesvthat did well on the

test. And yet the Follow-Through program is too important to too many pedple

]

S I
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. to allow such divergences in the trends to be submerged in national averages.,

)

Surely those teachers, parents and children at the high performing sites would
- \ : . . ] ‘

feel devastated to learn that their achievements were efféttively discounted.

¢ . ’ ‘ ¢ .
And yet these sites do not stand out in any of the materiald on Follow-Through
- > ! - ‘ : e
. . evaluation or critique. ' ) . .
. A look at related experience."And 80, given'the data from fos-2: evalua-
7 : ‘ - )

tions, one could say that the great Fqllow~Through experiment seenms, to have
. . L ,
) taught ua very little. This is not the same thing as saying that there were [o
\

lessons to be learned Perhaps a different look at Follow—Through and alterma-

L ]

: tives with which it may he compared will suggést T.'W ways of looking at this and

at other such social programs in the future. It i¢ hard to believe that anyonu
would question seriously the "value of a quality education during the early years
t
for young children which would be followed by attempfs to sustain that level of
\"“\

quality instruction oVer additional yeare In the’ minds, of all parents who have
] e . L4 )

the financial resources to.cover the costs of education, there is no question

-

‘

but that education works.' We are.left then with the quastion of whether Fol-

L .

low—Through is education, whether ‘education works only for some children, or

% Y

whether affluent parents are mistaken after all. In other words, is it less

L 4

a question of whether the'program works than Whether somy poor children can

do the "work"? . Perhaps there are still those ‘among us who’believethat chil-

- [ 2P

dren in poverty are SO damaged by their conditions that they are unable to ’

*

learn. On neither of thgse two questions does the formal-follow-Through

evaluation provide us with adequate answers. And yet we may appeal to other

4

data, should such an appeul be necessary. These data will show unequiuocally

that quality educational programs do "work" and that quality education works
Y _

for virtually all children. If these things can be shown in other settings,

. a : :
then we have a new %uestion: Why can't they be shown in the Follow-Through

AR b




~Follow=Through in-particular.

formal evaluation data? Ithéhould be clear at once that by limiting the .
lgllow—Throubh evaluat%yn to a look at the Follow-Through program and to

the Follow-Through population, it is highly likely that we have limited our

ability to see important things about the education process in general and

shere are many iatervention Or educational programs which achleve high-

qualitj resuits with all types of children. Some of these are Follow-Through

si;es, as we have learned from Eadges citation. .The field of education is

full of examples of dramatic a@@ievemenc by students who were thought to be-
N T
long to racial, ethnic’or ecomomic groups that had a limited potential for

> . . .
education, 'Some will be mentioned later. The power of teach}ng,to change .

theWpredicted outcomes for_éuch s;udents has been demonstrated err and over

again. The changés f;r students appear to be qu;te long-lastiAi. _If the

attention of educational researchers had been focused more closely on these

successful examples, I do not doubt that there would be more abundant pub}iu«
. \ ,

ly known data to suppoert this assertion.  Even with the absence of a suffic-

” H . .
ient quality of long-term systematic evalusztion attentiln, we may cite sev- “

eral examples. One of the most popular programs on 60 Minutes was a segment 0

which featured West Side Prep High School, wl.ere Marva Colliins is the Dir- .
. V ‘ ‘ . \ v -
ector. The childrei who are served at West Side Prep are children who live

4

-

in one of the lowest socioeconumic areas in the city of Chicago. lThey are
alsp children who, in most cases, were performing very poorly in school

< ) * e < 4
‘prior to the time of their entry into West Side Prep. The results of\Marva

- 1l

Collins' dedicated work are there for all tu see. The children have been s
[} . . v

overwhelmingly sucqgessful in precisely those areas of curriculum which were

n L —

thought by many to be beyond their reach: mathematics, science, and,.especi—

ally, English and Literature. ’ .' .

‘ - 12
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~dren who have been helped.are those who previously had' had major difficulies

d | , \ 11

A brief visit to the Oakland Community School in Oakland, California,

‘reveals a school with similar results. Located in one of the worst poverty:

pockets in Oakland, it has shown children from, for the most part, very low-
| . . . v
income familjes to be quite capable of mastering regular academic school
1 : )
subjects at the highest: level. As in the case of West Side Prep, the chil-

o

in regular school environments. The same may be said for'the Marcus Garvey

School in Los Angeles, the Nairobi Day School in East Palo Alto, California,

" the McKiniey Educational Institute in Berkeley, California, and a variety of

by

other such schools scattered throughout the nation. WA\haye already mentioned

the work of Rorald Edmonds, which is important becdhfe his attention has been

directed nationally toward ordin: ‘ "garden-variety" public' schools which,

~n [ ]

aga.1st all odds, are succeeding beuutifuliy. One wonders just how many suc-

cesses are required befotre-it is understood clearly that the quality of

L

teaching still explains much more about pupil\Performance than does the socio-

haa

economic background of the students. N N

-~

-

Our evidence for this is not limited to those few examples cited above,
or even to the large-scale’national study’ by Ron Edmonds. Reuven Feuerstein
( 1979) has shown clearly that "thinking skillsh can be taught in a relative~
ly brief period of time to thousands of "retarded"'children who may have heen
thought to be uneduéable beyond a minimal level. Renee Fuller (1977) has @e-
monstrated the ease with which reading can be taught to "retarded" pOpulations
whose scores on 1IQ tests would indicate t;;t they would be incapable of sig-
nificant academic achievement. Paulo ;;eire ( 1973) has also shown that even
as late as adulthood it is possible to teach reading in approximately 30

hoyrs' time zo adults who have spent all their lives in abject poverty. The

list goes on and on. For those who would doubt the existence of such schools

<

13
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and classrooms, or who would doubt the power of Eeacning to produce with

b

comparative ease sign%ficantly greater levéis of pupil éch@eygmeqt‘than we
' normally find in pov;rt{;areas, it Is unlikely that exkeuded cita:ion“of sucﬁ
exaﬁples of téaching power would serve to change those opinions. However,
for those Yho do believe this eyidende and who may havé had many similar ex-
’ periences of their own to report, & fundamental question arises: Why does the
Follow:fhrough eGdlgatioﬂrfai to yieid information of the type which has
I just been cited above? if Follow-Through programs which were dramatically
successful actually existed but were not revéaled"ih the evaluation, then
something is wrong with the evaluation. If, on the'other hand, even the best
gollow—tprough programs actually yielded only minimal academic results, as-
suming the criteria aqd instruments to be appropriate: then something must be
Qrong with Follow-Through, since we do have the evidence that children's aca-
demic achievement-can be cﬁanged, sometimes with quite minimal resources.
Some of the worg in Head Start amd Folloﬁ-Th?ough,-the research work,
ﬂas been done for the purpose ;f gathering data to inform public policy de-
cisions (abt, 1977 ). Decisions about care-giver quaiifications, g;oup .size,
élasg.size, and so forth? have been ¢ied to information which is generated °
from a look At Head Start and Follow-Through programs. And yet, as has been
shown, these nationel studies generally leave out the use of progr;ms or
schools \which are kncwn to be highly successful, even within thé Follow—

]

Through ¥ffort. Consequently, by habiﬁually, arbitrarily, or thoughtlessly

*u
' restricting evaluaticn attention to a comparison of Follow-Through "programs”,
a great opportunity has been lost. ’
. . . [ {
N4 Of course, this suggests some things for the future for Follow-Through

research and evaluation. What precisely are the ingredients of the many
successful early childhood programs and later childhood formal school exper-
5 . . )p
ERIC . 14 . d

”
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lences which account for success in certain’tircgéstanceS? If such research
| /

is conducted, one must be prepared for a fundamental ckallenge to some of

our.most cherished notions. Careglver quq}ificagipns in successful schools

.

. , .
bear little resemblance to proposed or publicized caregiver qualifications

which are thought by many professiohaf educators to be essential. - At pres—’
ent,.public pollz; decisions, if based on daté at gll, are based oh the most
limited data pool--data which come almost exclusivély from federaily spon;.

soreZ)progﬁgmé. I1f Follow-Thrdugh éﬁaluat;on gives us the oﬁportuni;y to '

3

change that situation:sé that the wider arena in education is considered,

" a major contribution will have been made to evaluation and to the field of

pedagogy.

’

1 for one remain unconvincéd by the formal Follow-Through evaluation
data that nhé/tfhe péwer of_the Follo&-Thrpugh effort has been minimal. I
believe that vheievaluation approach itself'is much weaker than the Follow-
Through effort which it seeks ;o assess. Neither articulated criteria nor
measuring ins;ruments of sufficient sensitivity exist at the present time to
allow us to do valid assessment of Follow-Through. Further, if.all Follow-
Through programs are expected to have the same goéls'and objéctives, then
that policy decision must be reflected in program design, staffing, implé—“z
mentation, and supervision., For example, we know énough now to design edu-
cational experiences for children which will cause almost all of thea "to
meet the minimal academic compétencies which schools require. 1In fact, for
most if not all children, achievement should be vwell beyond the minimum aca-
demic feqﬁirements. While formal data from the Follow-Through experience

may not have taught us this, the fact that it has not suggests a need for a

major overhaul of evaluation, program or both. These are policy matters.

We cannot have planned variation in programs and planned restriction in

15
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program outcomes. Either policy decision must be made to design the evalu-
ation in advance of Follow-Through programs and to link pProgram planning to
the eipliéit goals, or the program evaluation should be eliminated alto-

R /ﬂt&v\
gethér, as it is with education generally. Co.

It is my optnion that evaluation does not serve us well if %t'sets up a

mental orientation thacﬂallows for the accepténce of conclusions from present

Follow-Throygh evaluation data, along with the belief that "Everything that

- ,could be done has been done." In the final analysis, Follow-Through chil-:

L3

dren need one thing “more than anything else: they need to be guaranteed a

h..gh quality education. It is only after that quality has been_.guaranteed
. .
-without the expected success in children's achievement that special "inter-

! .

ventions! or research need.be conducted as a way of helping children.
And so, in the case of Follow-Thréqgh, the pffice of Education did not

rffer its support to programs of known quélity, ask that they be implgmented

and that their results bg "evaluated"; it asked essentially a set of research

questioné whicthay be summed“hp as follows: "Can the problem of finding suit-

\

able ways of ;ducating the poor be solved?" "The hope.of many individuals in :

Washington was to find better ways to educate poor and minprity children"

(Harvard Education Review, 1978, p. 1255. To ask if an educational program

"works'" prior to the time that either the program or its objectivés can be

¢ P
.articulated is to ask a research question which uses the language of evalua-

tion. ‘Fo}low~Through research data has beén trebtéd as 1if it were evaluati&e

data. We should have learned by now to distinguish between these two things.
. The failure to make this important distinction has major con;équences

for communication and for the mobilization of support for a so.-ial program

among the various program constituents, It is important to have agreement on

who is responsible for what and to know in advance just what a "program" can

16 e
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. every aSpect of its implementation. Then evaluation is possible.

o ’ . - 15 -

,oricannot do. If parents and children are participants in an experiment, then -

P ‘ :
they should“be so informed and the experiment must fall under the informed con- ~ "

sentlguidelines for the protection oL human subjecta. On the other hand, if
Y : .

the details of a non—experimental program-of known quality are described fully,

5

theﬁ all parties to the program can and .should be in a ﬁosition to monitor °

.¢.

Defining a Follow-Through model. k close inspection of - the descriptions ;

L
R Y

of Follow—Through models will reveal that there are innufficient data to deter—

mine with adequate precision just what %he unique character of the educational .

model was in virtually auy of” the cabeé"this certainly’i; not to.say that B
hY . * L..’,‘

good education couid not béve been’ conducted, or was not:conducted, under the

rubric.of a "model." In fact, in the judgment of many, good education did oc-

t

cur at many Follow-Through sites. However, an examiuation of descriptions of

Follow-Through models\fails to show that a paradigm exis%g for model defini- o

1

N [ ad
for either research or evaluation purposes.

tion which would allow precision distinctions to be made ahong the variations

'Reep data on the implementation of a "model". Assuming that the parti- .

<

culars of a model cpuld be articulated according to ‘some common way of talking

. _ ..
about models, another step would have to be taken: that is, to determine if - S

the modei-which had been described for a given Follow-Through program was uni-

formly impl€mented at all sites throughout the program. This point was made

in the House, -Glass, McClean and Walker critique (1978). The failure to do

this has resulted iu the apparent presumption‘that the loosely described "uo- . K
dels" were in fact uniformly and fully implemented, since there are few data
in the technical reports which allow for a judgment to be made regarding the

degree to which the stated model was implemented. Indeed, it would be a majgr

evaluation effort simply to verify that implememtation’of models.
: . :

. 17 ‘
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happened?"

L waes

Stallings' initial problemw was specification. There were no
comprehensive descriptions of sponsors' models in terms of class-
room behavior. Without such descriptions it would be impossible
-to assess how well models had been implemented. So in the spring
of 1973, Stallings visited "ideal first and third grade classrooms
specified by each sponsor'"in the hope of defining models in be-
havioral terms by observing ideal modél classrooms. "What would,

~ be désirable for a closely controlled experiment would be an expli—
- .cit statement by sponsors of what propcrtion of the time critical
variables would occur in an ideally implemented«classroom. How-
ever, elements i a classroom arz not like those in a, test tube.
We have not yet learned to predict the amount of individual atten-
tion or feedback that a group of children needs to meet specific -
goals. Each classroom iB made up of individuals, and individuals
y are most likely to need different rates of feedback or individual-

<3 ized instruction for maximum growth. Thus, even the most specific-

models, such as the University of Oregon and the University of
Kansas, would alter the rate of reinforcement depending upon the
needs of the child. . . . We simply could not come up with a recom-

~ mendation that would specify the rate of questions or reinforeement
-to be expected from even the most structured models." In conse-
quence, the attempt to specify ideal model types directly did no¥
work.. (_*Follow—*l‘hrough Repor;, Vol. V, p. 157)

The failure to define a model adequately and to‘guarantee its implé-

"mentation in an evaluation studx has p1acedIFoliow—Througn children and

their families at great risk;.since, as data are reported. the public and
[ 4 Pt .

- casually informed policy makers assume that articulated programs were

fully operational. Therefore the explanation for failures to find 1arge,n

..

significant differences between Follow-Through children and non-Follow-

‘fhrough children tends to locate the blame for ''program failure" with the .

children and/or their families. One could pred%gt with a fair degree of

certainty that the next step to help Follow—Through children would in all

likelihood not be attempts to look at “models, but rather to devise new.

"models" for the purpose of solving the continuing puz"le of how to edu-

-

* cate children who have been supported by Follow-Through. The question

always seems to come out, 'does education;work?'" We never seem to be able

to ask the question, "did education happen?" or "what type of schooling

.
1

\ %%
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+ It 18 worth noting again that among all the mounds of materiaL

NJL - resulting f£rom the Follow-Through evaluations, these descriptions

" by Stallings are unique. They comprise the ‘only direct empi%‘§a1
descriptions of what life is like in the classroom. of different

sponsozs. (The Followﬁlhrough Report, Vol. v, Ps 159) .

One of the most impoqnant lessons from the Follow—Through'program is

that the‘heaxments which children receive vary. Perhaps an unintended con-

seqﬁence ﬁw the conducg of Folqu—Through evaluations is to docupent the

- Y

variety of treatment which children receive both within and eutside school,

or racther, treatments in special programs when compared to non-programs.

Mani_professiGhZIS'appear to held an image in their heads of teaehing as a

standard "treatment":- ' ' , -
_ All five of the major Follow-Through studies--the Emerich and
‘“wwi_the Abt I, II, III, add IV Repoxrts--discuss the implementation issue
‘and its importance to interpreting effects estimates, but none of
" these Follow-Through evaluators, neither Ewmerich et al., nor Klein
and company, nor Anderson, Stebbins and associates, -could make much
progress on the problem. Their reactions to this frustration were
similar--they wanted wmore {nformation. Emerich proclaimed the "need
for more precise treatment definitions and descriptions” . . . Kléin
and company called for a "directory of effects aseociated with types.
of sponsors under different types of conditions" . . . and in their
summary of the Abt IV Report, Stebbins and associates advised "future

Y

.evaluations that aspire to explain the outcome of compensatory inter- .

vention will dp well to investigate thoroughly the local circum-
stances, attitudes and activities that clearly decide whether a com-
pensatory education program éan work or not. (The Follow—Through

Report, Vol. V, p.¥157) ' &

’

It has been only in recerit years, through the work of people such as

v

Jane Stallings at Stanford Research Institute, Fred McDonald at the Educa-

tional Testing Service, Jeri Brophy at the University of Texas, Raymond

Rist, and others, that the wide variations in treatment which children re-,

~ ’
ceive have been described syspéﬁ;tically. The .effect of these data should

be to cut the ground from under those who choose to attribute to children
or to thefr familieE the sole or the’major responsibility for children's

school achievement or the lack of it. -One of qge/ﬂardest things to-'do in
~ -~ , _
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» education has been to focus professidnal-attention on what professionais do.

Even in the Follow-Through evaluation, when the data are proQi&gd on edua-

‘tor behavior, it appears tofBe an afterthought comprising the smallest pari

of the study; and while, in my opinion, it .should formif mhjor”and {ndis-

»

pensable part of any interpretation, it is virtually absent from the final

. \

summary report of _he evaluation. Even-then it.occﬁpies_too little of the,
1} . .

attention of the critics. Weikert and Benet have_summsd the matter up

hicely; "It is not nécE§§ariiy‘;he-methbdology that is at fault, even in

-

-
P

'quasi-experiments’ likégfollow-Through . . . what is needed may be a clear-

. * B l
er couceptualization of models, outcomes, and intervening processes, as well
- . . » ) .

--as better educational treatment for the researcher to evaluate" (The Follow-,

Through Report, Vol. V, p. 164). . e

. Instrurientation. The use o. an achievement test, the MAT, an IQ

o

test, the Coloured Ravens Piogressive_Matricés, a self4concept.:est, the

Coopersmith Self Esteem Inventory, and a home-made "locus of control'™ tes: i

as the criteria for whether a program works or not, is much more than a
. (_0

necessary compromise in order to.utilize the "best instruments available."

&

It isfa virtual surrender to triviality. There simply must be some point

v

‘besond which esséntial meaning for evaluation has been compromised away. If

* : £
existing standardized instruments allowed most of our evaluation quesefbns'
to be answered, one might say that a compromise which settled for incomplete .
or inadeqﬁate instrumentation would be useful. - On the other hand, when the

mismatch between the content of instruments and program descriptions is as

A}

gross as appears to be the case 4in Follow-Through, especially with "planned

variations", then a little bit of information may well be worse than none at

all, For example, to .use the Raven Progressive Matrices Test as the measure

<
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/ oi Follow-Through outcomes is as big a mistake as can possibly be made. Off

. the one hand, if the Raven riatrices Test is thought of as a test of "intel-

Ny

°® hd .
¢ligence', one would not expect changes in such scores s a consequence of

Follow-Through. On the other hand, we do have data that highl& effective

strategies for solving Raven.ﬁype probfems can indeed by' taught to learners,
. ’ . J

causing dramatic changes in the scores that they earn on such tests” (Feuer-

ste;ﬁfaI979,xl980).' If that is the case, then a large part inwhaé thé

Raven measures must be achievement. Therefore it would be inexcusable, in

the absence of such an explicit achievement goal, for a given Follow-Through

model to be evaluated uu{I;zing this achievement test, which has no demon-

(4
%

strated content validity for any progréms which are being assessed. It

L)

seems to be clear that the basic Follow-Through evaluation required major

KY [} »
.

\J . .
compromise. It was compromised in the éirection of setting up the study to

. - ; P
‘fit resources, instrumentation, and unintended types of field implementa-

3

tions. By the time all those compromises had been made, very little could
be said from the evaluation about a “"Follow-Through program'. If all Fol-

low-Through programs were to be evaluated by the same narrow and, in my

-~

+ opinipn, minimally.relgbant, criteria, program operatdrp should at the very-

I

least have had advance warning.. They should have been provided with the
7

instruments so that they might adjust their programs to coincide with such

- externally imposed objectives. We should have learned of the necessity for
the development or selection of appropriate valid instruments for evalua-

tion. Too much is at stake to permit casual attention to this matter. If

»

it is important to ask either research or evaluation questions, it is im-
0 . o0 .

Ye

portant that equal concern be reflected for the provision of measures appro-
priate to the task. It is not enough to "clean out the cupboard" and use

keftover tests, since it is not only programs but their clients who are e~

L4

s

. valuated ultimately. _ -
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What is not revealed. As one reads. the materials from a varigty of

L)

Follow-Through evaluations, one is struck by how cold, remote and irreLgvanE

. ‘ * . a
to actual progrqn‘oﬁatation the results of thepe evaluations appear to be.
. ' © ¥ ' :

S
. ‘+ ..
Because of the constraints of evaluation procedures, the results yield little
. . . . ,' P . ] -I %
that will help readers to grasp a real flavor of what Follow-Through.is all .
about. .While important at one level, the'débate between evaluators anq?;he;t S

critics resembles mone.of ; scholastic exercise than a vital function for edu-
cational programs. One is left with the sinking feeling that no maéte:mﬁho
might win in the debates over units of dnalysis or the use of-analysiS'of co-
variants as an appropriate analytical tool, little would have been learned

from the paé; evaluations to reveal the dynamic:workings of the”successful edu-

cativnal process itself J;-basic positive results which it might indeed have

achieved. Therefore, in once sense, the lesson of Follqw—Through,ié more a

lesson about what to do and what not to do in program evaluation than it is

-about how to do Follow-Through education or wpether Follow-Through education

worked.

From what has been’learnéd from the operation and evaluaﬁion of Follow-

Through programs to date,-it is not possible to offer a bold redesign of 4

education for. children who aro(serﬁ'a‘by the program. We are faced with an

‘
¢

uncomfortab}e situation. On the surface, it would appegr that we can do just
as much for Follow—Through childremxr by leaving them completely alone as by
involving them in spécial programs. As indicated earlier, I am unable to ac-
cept such a conclusion for several reasons:’
1. Follow—Through "programs" have yet to be described in terms which
are appropriage for rigorous eya}uation:

2. Content-valid instrumentation for all Follow-Through program eval-

uation does not exist at this time..
Ve -
R .
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3. There is a need to be clear about the rationale for a Folléw—Through y

program. Is Follow-Through needed as an experiment to determine how to
. .

L. * [
svolve the problem of how to educate poor children? Or, is'Fgllow— —
Through to be an attempt to provide- the) resources so :hat children who
are now deprived of normal school exp riences can be given them?

4. There are mahy demonstrations which prove the effectiveness of good L
* »h ' . . _"
teaChing .. ‘ . A “ . . ' ’ . 1Y .'n ‘ . \ -

n
L

To-date, only thes population that is or could Bg.eligible for Foliow-

Thiqugh has been a part of evaluation efforts. Secondly, even%}n those casés,

s N

there has been insufficient documentation to provide a description of the ) 'i

actual versus the promised treatment of Fdllow-Through children among the }

Y

’ ) r * §r
many models or between the educational treatment of those who are provided '°

a Follow-Through treatment and those éomparisén groups who were not a part of
the treatment. But most .important of all, there is no documentation to com-
pare the actual treatment which is offered to Follow-Through children and -,

children in non—Follow-Throuqh programs where: children experience high rates

.

of success in school achievement. . ‘ '{'

LY

As indicated earlier,. the methodology. for making precision comparisons °

among educational treatments already exists. Jane Stallings at Sanford Re-

search Institute, J. Brophy at the University of Texas, David Berliner, for-

4

mer ly of the Far West Regional Labbratory for‘Educational Research and Devel-
opment, a;ong others, have developed observational methods for'ilas§rqoms.
Such methods can be used both }o verify the implementation of promised pr \\
érams, and to determine the nature of such distinctions as may exist among

programs and betweern programs and regular good educational offerings. Up to

now, the emphasis of evaluation§ has been on child outcomes. In the future,

in the interest of valid evaluation<pﬁd in fairness to Follow:Through children,

both child outcomes and-school treatment must be considered simultaneously.

23
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Tﬁz;ﬂafional Institute of Education is in an éxcelignt position to struc-

! ture a mew ;eséarch and evaluation effort. In viaw of existing Follow-Through

U evaluation data, it is urgeamt that such ah éf_fort: be initiated and that it be
comprehensive, The low expectatiéas for school aghiébemeng whic‘ Jany educa-
tors seem to have for children like those who are served by Folloﬁ:Thyough prb—

i 3 . 'grams are fed by research and evaluation programé which are underfundéd and' .

therefore incoyplete and invalid,.iimixed in concepition and therefore incom-

plete and tnvalid, or restricted to Follow-Through children and therefore in-

-

. s

complete and invalid.

L 3

The Basic Lessons of Follow-Through

There are a number things which can and should become lessons for educa--

tors from the Follow~-Through experience. They are as follows.’

. .

3 ‘ Stop.confusing research and evaluation. When the Office of Education asks

the question, "Does‘Epllgw-Through work?" it sounds as -if it is an evgluaﬂlon

v

question. In reality, it is not. It is a research question, for the simple

Teason that, at the outset, neither Follow-Through itself nor the -Planned Var-

8

iations were programs 6f known instructionél quality. Evaluation implies the

implementﬂon of knowns. -Neither, at the outset, we_i:'e there testing and ev&l-

\ . - L _ .
uation instruménts which were designed specifically for the purpose of evalu- .

o

o
ating a full range of*Follow—Through programmatic outcomes; indeed, the state

of the art in testing and measurement is such that the verys process of design-

ing valid instruments may well be as large as the'Foilow-ThrOugh operation in
. _ . ;

1

total. Further, the general goals of Follow-Through were not then, nor are

7
[

. .
they now, restricted. and articulated’ in a way that would allow a precision

- evaluation to proceed. In this sense, Follow-Through is not unlike‘"regulgr

4

’

education”. 1In. fact, until the social programs of the 60's were introduced;

) N 1
it was, rare that educators were expected to prove that education "worked, as
b )

v

a price for fiscal support.

¢ A y ' m

.
.
. _ . .
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Clarify Fbliow-Through purposes. At a public policy level,. it is neces-
sary to determine clearly if Foilow—Through is to be a support or an experi-
mental program. Whichever is to be the case, the pqliéy positioﬁ must be

i A T

supported with the best possible pfofessional rationale. That ratiopale

should belgroundéd i actual educqtional.expéfience 329 not in futuristic

A\

L . , .
. s8peculation. In other waords, if Follow~Through is to be support for a program

]

" of known quality, exampleS'of“huécessfully operating programs which serve as.

. _
models for-public policy mﬁst be available. If the Follow-Through program is

to be seen as a research program, ‘then it is ‘most unfair to Follow-Through '

children to implement it on a natjonal séale:

»

a

Free‘Follow—Through from thge?tate of the present art in evaluation. The

plain truth is that professional judgment may be a better way of determining

L)

the value of, the Follow-Through experience for children than the mechanism of

- traditional program evaluation. The state of the art in instrumentation for

progfam evaluation is noq'sufficient}y déveloped'to allow the future of;Fol-
low-Through programs to ride on tfadiﬁiongl program evaluation outcomes, es-
pe.ially since the state of the art ih'educational programminé is not s0 well
developed tﬁat a uniform Follow-Throﬁgh experiénce c;n be mandated'at a na-

tional level, nor should it. Decisiéns about the support of Follow-Through

must be made long before the state of the art in evaluation can be improved
*

. substantially. °*Perh. . a combination of client satisfaction and professional

P .
judgnent is tbg best that we can hop€ for on the evaluation side at the present

time.

¥

~

Build both a research and -evaluation capacity. ,My concerns and criticisms

”~

with existing evaluation and research’ are not intended in any way ts suggest

.that either evaluation or research in educational programs such as Follow-

Through should be eliminated. Quite to the contrary, both evaluation and re-

é )

| .25 '
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search have the potentfal'for making major contributions to the f?hi? of educa-
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tion. However, this cannot happen unléss sufficient fiscal suppert is offéred

for that purposg.
evaluation must be met by an appropriate fiscal level, but above 3ll, educa-
tional researchers must be given the time to do the job. The needs of public

policy. makers for adequate information may be strong, yet educators must not

te asked to do what cannot be done. _2“ -

v e

" Conclusion

It has been hard for many educators to realize' that sgpeflor school
achievement is aéchiated with superior teaching. The belief persists among'
., many professionals and among influential members of the lay public that- fami-

lies are gore reSponsible for schoul achievement thatn 'are schools, overlook- «

~ ing the fact that famiiies who have tpe resources are able to guarantee -access
to the best schools for their children. There is little empirlcal research :to
document this phenomenon. Hoﬁeveqahit'takes little observation in.schpols
which serve the children of the wealthy and in schools wﬁ;ch‘serve childrén'of
the poor to see the dramatic differences between them in educational experiences
which they provide for children. - The victims of the pervasive belief that
"school experience" has minimal effect on children are-the children who are
served by FolloQ—Through brograms. It {s the c;ntinying failure of educators
to distinguish among the variety of qualities qf,school experiences which al-
lows ''school experiencefato be perceived ;s a common thing. It is this which

. allows the failure of educational systems to be seen as failures of children

v,

and families.

E 2

Followahrough,has not sbeen a failure. I believe that we may say that it
has succeeded in direct proportion to its provision of appropriate resources
to support good teaching. Follow-Through children have aot failed to respond

to good teaching. It remains for educational leaders and policy makers to

stop the drift in thinking which leads to a loss of faith in children and edu-
- v 6
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‘cators. When we become clear abuut the goals of education, and when we commit
ou selves and our resources fully to those goals, the academic success for .
children will be assured. The alternative is a dangerous academic rationaliza-

tion and legitimation of the status quo.

ki

)
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